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Dated Octaber lX,2Mll Date 

BAI. 4.01 R e W g  to Mr. DeCampIi’s rebuttsll Wthcdly at page 6, please p v i d e  the 
fidI0- 

EL Mr. DeCampli’s “assessme;nr o f  ComEd’s “en& construction schedule m the 
aftcrmatb of ComEd’s issuance of its own investigative repart in 19W, line 165. 

b. Mr. DeCampli’s “analysis” which “showed tbat there WBS M majw prcjcct 
performed that a prudent utility compauy w d d  not have undatakm”, line 167 

c. Mr. DeCfunpli’s ”det&tions” made with respect to whetbra premium was 
paid to “construct projects in the &d of any o f  the inveStigdivc reports 
mlied upan by the intervenor witnesaeb”, liaG 171. 

Include all worlqrapers, which mpport Mr. DeCampli’e assessment, analysis and 
dctednations rcferent;.d on line 165,167,d 171 lt?$pwti~&Iy. 

I 

-pome: 
a. Mr. DeCampli did not prepare n written asa~ssment Mr, DecampIi bas 

indepmdeniknowledge of ComEd’s ooastnrction sGhodule based upon his 
ordinary come ofbusiness and respDrzsibilltiw as Vim President of 
Enginening and Technical Analysis. Hi8 job inhenntly brings him into 
contact with such intbrmation. Further, Mr. DeCampli r e v i d  the projects 
and schedules contained in the hwtigdon rep& Additionally, CamEd 
witocss Dr. James Williams testified in rebuttal w this subject, tlae 
following: 

‘* ... project scMules from 1998 through 2000 were no; completed ”early”. 
Projeci schedules. includtng &ea Brown Bovari (W3B’~prc jea  sehe&k 
did not deviatefiom ComEd hktorimlprojeCt schedules. These rirrpdnes 
were in line with industry standardpwject schedules. ’’ (Cornlid Wtm%s 
Williams, C o d d  Erkibit 25.0. P u p  3, liner 5246.) 

Mr. DeCampli did not rely on any specific wmkpapers. 

b. Mt. DeCampli did not prepare a Written analysis. Mr. DeCampli has 
independent knowledge of ComEd’s myor projects based upon his ordinary 
course ofbusiness and responsibilities as Vice President of Engmeering and 
Technical Analysis. His job inherentlybrings him into ocntact with such 
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itlfmmation. Mr. DeCampli also reviewed the invdption repport and did not 
identify any project$ he deemed to be imprudent Additiundy, hin duttal 
twtimony discusses the five major projects listed in CamBd Exhibit 6.1. 
[CornEd W i i t  26.0, page 6, lines 161-1641. 

A major reason amEd made additiod hvestments h its d i ~ % U h  sysa#n 
i s  the substantial increase in loed grow& in its service tenitmy. Capital 
investments to service load growth arc both necessary andnasodde. Laad 
growth is discussed W c r  in CamEd's response to Staff data nqucst BAL 
3.03, . 

Mr. DeCampli did not rely on MY specific workpapcr6. coined note8 mat 
distribution project evaluation6 and studies documents, which am highly 
voluminous, were made availabk for review over a month ago. 

C. Mr. DcCampli did not prepsn a written "- . -on*' Illoa$inof 
CamEd's rebuttal testbud-, the issue of '$remiuma" and related points an 
extensively discussed. h4r. DeCampli is not always the witness orprimary 
witrms on these issues, but he haw independent lcnowtedge of CornEd's 
projects based upon his ordinary course of business and his nspom%ilities 6 s  
Vice President of Engineerbg und Tcohaioal Anslysis. Hi0 job inharmty 
brings him into mntact with such infarmation. Mr. Decampli's 
"determhatiom" an based upon his independent lmowledge, tho knowled@ 

and his g e n d  background and experienn in the eleckio utility i d w e .  
of other c o a  witnesses as presented in hiI testimony in this . 

See also CornEd's response to Staff data request BAL 3.02 
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